






be rev ised to  remove the super f luous in format ion.

The references to  consol idat ion of  excavated so i l  f rom
Parcel  B to  Si te  IR- I - /2L in  Parcel  E wi l l  acknowledge that
th i s  p roposa l  i s  con t i ngen t  upon  the  resu l t s  o f  t he  R I /FS
for  p l rcet  E.  The Nav 'y  wi l l  begin a focused FS for  S i te  IR-
I / 2 I  t o  assess  the  tea i i b i t i t y  o f  so i l  conso l i da t i on  a t  t h i s
s r _ t e .

Tab le  2 -5 ,  wh ich  l i s t s  ou t  con taminan ts ,  concen t . ra t i on
rangies and suspect.ed sources of contaminants found in soi l
and groundwater at each IR site wil l  be further reviewed and
rev ised.  Some contaminants detected at  s ign i f icant
concenLrat ions have been at t r ibuted to  natura l ly  occurr ing
sources,  which contradic ts  the in tent  o f  establ ished HPALs
and HGALs.  I f  the source is  not  known,  the term "not
deLermined"  should be used.

The reasons c i ted in  the document  for  not  consider ing the A-
aqui fer  for  fu ture benef ic ia l -  uses should be expanded.  The
reasons presented in  the RT repor t  could be used here.

9.  The use of  t .he words "d.eed not i f icat ion"  wi l l  be replaced by

"deed  res t r i c t i on "  w i th  rega rds  to  use  o f  Pa rce l  B
ground.water. The regulat.ory agencies f eel that '  a
iest r ic t ion is  necessary because t .he proposed remedia l
act ion for  groundwater  is  based on a no benef ic ia l  fu ture
use  scenar io .

8 .

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON PARCEI, B DRAE.T EINAI. FS

1.  F igrure 1.1.  I t  is  unc lear  why some IR s i tes are shaded in
th is  f igure and others are not .

2 .  Sec r ion  2 .2 .4 ,  pg ,  2 -5 .  I t  wou ld  be  use fu l  t o  add  ano t .he r
narAcrrAr lh  to  th is  sect ion descr ib ing r isks to  aquat ic
} / u !  s v !  s r / r

receptors and studies being per formed to determine th is
r i s k .

3.  TabLe 2-5.  The most .  l ikety  source of  the copper  detected
above screening cr i ter ia  is  sandblast  res idue.  Copper  was _
his tor ica l ly  u ied as an ant i - fou l ing addi t ive to  paint ,  and
i -  f r n in4 l l l r  f o r rnd  i n  sandb las t  res idue ,  so  copperI D  L ) / I J . . l - \ - C r f f J  L V U a l s  ! ! r

concentrations above HGALs and HPALs should not be described
as "natura l ly  occurr ingf" .  The presence of  mercury at
concentrat ions exceeding screening cr i ter ia  at  IR-26 is
again 1 ike ly  to  be re la ted to  sandblast  res idue,  because
mercury was a lso h is tor ica l ly  used as an ant i - fou l ing paint

addiL ive.

4 .  Sec t i on  3 .1 .1 ,  pg t  3 -3 .  The  l as t  pa r t  o f  t he  f i r s t  pa rag raph
needs c lar i f icat ion.  I t  is  ment . ioned that  contaminated



h

groundwater may migrate to the Bay. Then it .  is stated that

lo i l  w i l l  be remediated to  human-heal th  based c lean-up

cr i ter j -a  rather  than developing any c lean-up cr i ter ia  for

the protect ion of  aquat ic  recept .ors  in  the Bay.  The.
sentlnces do not support each other, and the reader is left

*onae=ingr how cleaning up soil  to protect human health wil l
prevent contaminated groundwater from impacting the Bay.

sect ion 3.L.2,  pp.  3-3 and 3-4 and Response t ,o  sect , ion 3

comment 5, pp G-8 ttrrough G-10. As demonstrated by detected

concentrations of orgianic and inorganic compounds in mussel

t issue,  exposure is  occurr ing.  There is  a t  least  par t ia l

contri tut ibn from HPS. Aroclor congeners have been detected
in sediment  samples co l lect ,ed f rom the s torm dra ins,  so i t

is  not  correct  Lo s tate that .  the "Aroc lor  congeners d id not

originate from HPS because these contaminants were not
det6cted in ESAP sediment samples. " Contaminated sediments
are d ischarged to san Francisco Bay through the s torm
drains. ,  however ,  these sediments may be d ispersed in
dynamic areas and hence, the ESAP sediment samples may not

ba represent.at. ive. Results of rnore recenL sampling have
shown that. PCBs (including both Aroclor L254 and Aroclor
1 )Gn \  e re  n resenL  in  sed imen t  i n  t he  HPS v i c in i t y .  I t
L A v v ,  s t v  I / ! v

shouid a lso be noted that  mussels  (because of  the i r  f i l ter -

feeding behavior) incorporate a waLer-column exposure
pathwai ( including suspended sediment and other part icles)

and th l re fore could s t i l l  be e>cposed to re leases of
contaminanL.s f rom HPS. The response to Sect ion 3,  comment  5

and i tem Q) found at  the top of  page 3-4 should be
rewr i t ten to  incorporate recent ,  more accurate in format ion '

pagre 3-5, last paragraph. Comparison of highest detected
concentrat ions summar ized in  Table 2-5,  show that  IR-20,  IR-

26 and IR-50 should a lso be inc luded in  the ident i f ied s i tes
having one or more contaminants exceeding HGAl-adjusted
f i na l  sc reen ing  c r i t e r i a .

Sect ion 3.L.4,  D9 3-9,  th i rd  paragrapl . .  Why isn ' t  t .he Clean
Water  Act ,  speci i i "a l ly  the Ambient  Water  Qual i ty  Cr i ter ia
(mar ine chronic)  considered a chemical  speci f ic  ARAR?

S e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 2 . L . 3 ,  p p  3 - 1 6  a n d  3 - 1 ? .  F r o s t  h e a v e  d o e s  n o t
occur  at  s i tes on San Francisco Bay;  des igning for  f rost
heave may result in unnecessary expense.

S e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 2 . L . 3 ,  p . 3 - 1 5 .  S i n g l e  l a y e r  c l a y  c a p s  a r e
generally never used without a topsoil  layer to keep them

iro* cralking. The text should also discuss the cap as

consis t ing o i  a  topsoi l  layer  which woul -d make i t  e f fect ive

""4 
t f , " "  6 l iminate i t  ( i f  lppropr ia te)  based on pro jected

use.  As present . ly  proposed,  wi thout  a  topsoi l  layer  t .he

single l-ayer clait 
-cap- 

would usually not be considered at al l

because of performance Problems-

v



1 _ 0 .  s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 2 . 2 . 6 ,  p g  3 - 5 6 .  T h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e
e f fec t i veness  and  e f f i c i ency  o f  W/Ox ida t i on  does  no t
ref lect .  current  technology.  For  example,  automat ic  lamp
scrapers are s tandard technology today.  I t  is  much more
l ike iy  that  insoluble ox ides of  chromium wi l l  form than that
hexavllent chromium wilt  form. Further, at the maximum
detected concentrations of organic compounds in groundwater
f rom HPS, W/Oxidat ion wi I l  complete ly  ox id ize tarqet
compounds '

11- .  Sect ion A.L.L,  p  4-2,  paragraph L.  The DNAPL source may not
be beneath the iump because DNAPLs move along less permeable

sur faces in  the d ib of  the sur face.  I t  should a lso be noted
that the main mass of DNAPL is l ikely to be below the water
t .ab l -e.  This  so i l  would then requi re dewater ing bef  ore i t
can be t reated or  sh ipped of f -s i te .  This  last  comment
appl ies to  a l l  a l tern l l ives which involve excavat ion of
DNAPl -con tamina ted  so i l  (Sec t i on  4 .2 .2 ,  response  to  SecL ion
4  Comment  L ,  Sec t i on  5 .L .2 ,  P9  5 -6  and  Response  t . o  sec t . i on  5

Comment  1) ,  and to  any areas where so i l  w i l l  be excavated
from below the water  tab le.

1,2.  Sect ion 4.2.5,  pg 4-L6,  f i rs t  paragraph and response to
Sect ion 4 conunent  11.  Tables 3-3 and 3-4 are screeningt
criteria for groundwat.er and do not appear to be t.he correct
c i ta t ions for  th is  paragraph.  How would these tab les be
appl icable for  screening so i l  for  p lacement  at  the fR 1 ' /2L
land f i l l ?

l _3 .  Sec t i on  4 .2 .5 ,  p  4 -19 ,  pa rag raph  4 .  Th i s  i s  t he  mos t
expensive alternative which is retained. Explain why the
costs  are descr ibed as "moderate.  "

L4 .  Sec t i on  4 .3 .2 .  Th i s  a l t . e rna t i ve  i s  no t  p ro tec t i ve  o f  San
Francisco Bay because it  does not reduce the volume and
concentrat ion of  meta ls  be ing d ischarged to the Bay at  IR-7.
Since IR-7 is  ad jacent  to  the Bay,  natura l  a t t .enuat ion wi l l
no t  be  s ign i f i can t .  P lease  rev i se  the  d i scuss ion  o f  t he
e f fec t i veness  o f  a l t e rna t i ve  GW-2 .

15.  Resporrse to  Sect ion 5,  co lmnent  2L,  a4d Sect ion 5.3.L.7,  p .

5-Lt2. The response does not appear to have been
incorporated inlo t,he t.ext. Alternatively, there is a
r-r.-nnrrr:nfufg error and 5-6 should be referenced in t.he last
u _ ) '  } / v Y r  q t J

sentence of  the f i rs t  paragraph on page 5-Lt2 '

l - 6 .  S e c t i o n  5 . 3 . 2 . 4 ,  p p  5 - 1 1 6  a n d  5 - 1 1 7 .  T h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e
volume of contaminant removal is misleading because GW-2,
GW-3, and GW-5 al l  include the removal of the DNAPL source.
rn ^- - -nte of  rh ' i  s  nroblem is  found in  the last  paragraph on
f l ' l l  E ^ a l t t l / r s  v !  u r r l J  y ! '

pg 5-1,17, where it  is stated that only Gw-2 wil l  include t.he

removal of the DNAPL source.



L 7 TabLe  5 -7 ,  rg t  2  o f  2 .  I t  i s  unc lea r  i f  t he  l as t  l i ne  o f

th is  tab le ihould have been labeled "Cost"  (as is  the last

l i ne  on  the  f i r s t  page  o f  t h i s  t ab le )  o r  i f  t he  l as t  l i ne

t . ru ly  represents "Overa l l '  Ranking.  "

APPENDIX C

1. Pg. C-L-3, Ttr i rd.  Paragraph, Fourth ar ld Fi f th sentsences. The
- - - ' r r r f  i ^ a l  s o l u t i o n s  u s e d  t o  e s t i m a t e  s o l u t e  t r a n s p o r t  u s e
c L l i c r - L J  u r u

seve?al  s impl i fy ing assumpt ions to  fac i l i ta te ca lcu lat ions.
It is approbriale to summarize t.hese assumptions, however
the termi  , , lust i f iab le"  and "appropr j -a te"  wiLh " reasonable"
should be replaced wi th  other  terminology '

2.  Pg.  c -1 -3 ,  Th i rd  Paragr raph.
was not provided.

A citaLi,on f or Robertson t97 4

3. pg. c-1-5, Second paragraptr. Provi-de t.he basis or reference
for  the data presented in  th is  paraEraph'

4.  pg C-1-5,  Assumpt ions,  F i rs t  Sentence.  Delete the word
, , conse rva t i ve "  f rom th i s  sen tence .  Th i s  i s  a  l i s t  o f
sampl ing assumpt ions,  which are in  par t ,  needed to
tac i t i t i te  ca lcu lat . ions,  and are noL necessar i ly
conservat ive.

S e c t i o n  3 . 2 . 3 ,  p e t .  C - 1 - 5 .  P r o v i d e  j u s t i f  i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e

coPC sel -ected for  model ing.  V iny l  ch lor ide,  PCP, and two
pest ic ides are d iscussed but  no model ing data is  prov ided.'p1." " "  

prov ide t .h is  data.  The output  f  or  v iny l  ch lor ide
must be provided because t.his numben was apparently used as

the DAF.

Sects ion 3.3,  pe l .  C-L-7,  second paragrrapfu.  DiScuSs whether  a

sensi t iv i ty  analys is  was per formed and i f  one was done,
expla in i :ow i t  wls  per formed. .  I f  a  sensi t iv i ty  analys is  was
nol performed, pleaie provide an expX.anation for not doing

Expla in how the source assumpt ions af fect  concentrat ions at
tha POC. Discuss whether  a long tern source (over  20 yrs  or
more)  increases concentrat . ions at  Lhe POC. A s ign i f icant
weakness in t.he source assumptions is that Lhe actual
contamination occurred many years aqo, but i t  was assumed
that a point release occurred and L.hat i t  t ,ook only one year

to reach the maximum observed concenLration'

A Mont.e Carlo simulation would useful for analyzLng the
uncer ta in ty  associated wi th  th is  model ing exerc ise.

Table c-1-1.  A bet ter  t i t le  for  th j -s  tab le is  " In i t ia l
Model Input Parameters. " The model- for hexavalent chromium



case  uses  a  "wors t  case  scenar io .  "

The source of the number used for the hydraulic gradient was

not  prov ided in  the tab le or  text .

Pg. C-2-L, Rand,om Walk Groundwater Fatse arxd' Transport
Moaeting. The estimated cleanup t ime appears to be very
opt imis [ ic .  The model  approach does not  take in to account
*- .="  t ransfer  l imi ta t ion i  which l imi t  the ef fect iveness of
pump and treat remed.iat ion of groundwaLer. Note that there
l -  -  c i a n i f i n 4 r t l  r i s k  o f  u n d e r e s t i m a t i n g  c o s t s  a s s o c i a t e dI >  O -  - f v r r r ! r v

*it ir puirp and treatment. alternatives if these cost estimates
are bise-d on three years of  operat ion.  Actual  c leanup t imes
could be three or more t imes longer.




